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REMARKS 

nus appUcation was originally filed on 13 November 2001 with nineteen claims, three of 
^hichwerewritteninindependentform. No claims have been allowed. Claims 1, 3, 10, and 19 
havebeen amended. Claims 12-18 canceled, and Claims 20-23 addedbythis amendment. The 
amendmentstoClaimsl.3,andl9maxkedlybroadenthescopeoftheclaim. The amendment to 
ClaimlOincoxporates the majority of the limitations of prior ClaimlSandb^^^ 
ClaimlOxelative to prior ClaimlS. Please charge any necessary fees, inchulinganye 

time fees to the deposit account of Texas Instrmnents. Deposit Account No. 20-0668. 

Claiml was rejected under 35U.S.C.§ 103(a) as being unpatentable overUS. Patent 

No 5 532,765 to Inoue et al. ("hioue"). The applicant respectfully disagrees. 

' AmendedClaim 1 recites. "A method for convergence of an image projected by at least 

two modulators, the method comprising: turning on a test pixel in said projected image; 
capturing an image of said test pixel; separating said captured image into a separate image for 
each modulator, determining thexandylocation of said test pixel; and calculating the ^ 

convergence misaUgmnent of the separated images." Inoue does not show, teach, or suggest thxs 

combination of recited limitations. 

The Examiner stated, "turning on a grid pattern of pixels ... is met by test signal pattern 
209 (Fig 1 4) . . . capturing an unage of said pbcel ... is met my imaging device 2 (Fig 1)/CCD 
camera 14 (Fig 5) . . . selecting a test pixel ... is met where a specific sample (S20) Fig 18B is 
used as a reference point in calculating geometric distortion (col 13. lines 66 to col 14. Ime 4)." 

The applicant respectfuUy submits does not show, teach, or suggest among other 
limitations, "determining the x and y location of said test pixel." Inoue's test signal pattern 209 
referenced by the Examiner is a ramp signal that activates many pixels, hioue states, «test signals 
209 havingrising^fallingportions^' (lines 29-30of column 12). Thus, Inoue does not determine 
&e X and y locations of a test pixel, but rather the distance between a reference point and the 

peak of Ae ramping test signal. 

Claims 2 and 3 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being mipatentable over Inoue. 
Clauns 4-7 were objected to for depending from a rejected base claim. The applicant 
respectfully disagrees. Qaims 2-7 depend firom Claim 1 and should be deemed aUowable for 
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that reason and on their own merits. For the reasons argued above with respect to Claim 1, Inoue 
does not show, teach, or suggest the limitations of Claim 1, much less the limitations of Claim 1 
in combination with the additional limitations of the dependent claims. 

Claim 10 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
No. 6,456,339 to Surati et al. C'Surati'O. The Examiner stated Claim 18 was objected to as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim but would be aUowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. Claim 10 has been 
amended to inchide most of the limitations of canceled Claim 18 and should be deemed 
allowable for that reason. 

Claim 1 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Surati. Claim 
19 was objected to for depending fix)m a rejected base claim- The applicant respectfully 
disagrees. Claims 1 1 and 1 9 depend from Claim 10 and should be deemed allowable for Aat 
reason and on their own merits. For the reasons argued above with respect to Claim 10, Surati 
does not show, teach, or suggest the limitations of Claim 10, much less the limitations of Claim 
10 in combination with the additional limitations of the dependent claims. 

Newly added Claims 20-23 should be deemed allowable for reasons similar to Claim 1 
and for reciting additional limitations not found in Inoue or Surati. 

In view of the amendments and the remarks presented herewith, it is believed that the 
claims currently in the application accord with Ibe requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 112 and are 
allowable over the prior art of record. Therefore, it is urged that the pending claims are in 
condition for aUowance. Reconsideration of the present application is respectfiilly requested. 

Respectfully submitted. 
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